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Insights

A New Year’s resolution
that is easy to keep

By Col. Lowell Moore
Chaplain, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Artwork by Elmer Barkley
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OK! How many of you have already broken your New
Year’s resolution?

This week I was working out with Rob Anderson, Chief
Counsel for the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, and he
commented about the increased number of people in the
gym — obviously motivated by the good intentions of
New Year’sresolutions. We joked about the increased
number of sweaty bodies, and surmised that it wouldn’t
be long before all the resolutions would be broken, and
the gym would be turned back over to us hard-core exer-
cisenuts.

Just yesterday, I was lamenting over my broken reso-
lution to lose the eight pounds I gained from too much
Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Year’s festivities. But
then, New Year’s resolutions rarely work for me because
I've never taken them seriously.

However, something happened to me today that caused
me to make a resolution, and I'm serfous about it.

My chaplain assistant, Sgt. First Class Brenda Ruiz,
and I went to Walter Reed Army Medical Center to visit
Jean McGinn, a lady from our weekly Monday prayer
luncheon. She had fallen on Dec. 20 and broken her hip.

When we caught up with her, the physical therapists
were wheeling her to the Physical Therapy (PT) Room,

50 we accompanied her to PT. As we walked and chat-
ted, Jean joked that PT really meant Physical Torture.

We visited with Jean for awhile, I prayed with her, and
we were about to leave when a physical therapist stopped
me and said that there were a couple soldiers here from
Afghanistan who would probably like me to visit with
them before I left.

I'looked around and saw two handsome, smiling faces.
The faces belonged to two soldiers who were smiling in
spite of the fact that they were both missing a leg (onejust
above, and one just below the knee). One of the soldiers
was also missing an arm.

While we chatted, I learned that their injuries were the
result of land mines in an area that was supposed to be
safe. AsIwasabout toleave, Inodded toward the missing
leg of one man and said, “I'm sorry about yourleg.” He
smiled and replied, “Don’t be. I'm OK.”

When I left, they thanked me for taking the time to
visit and pray with them. I was humbled that these won-
derful young Americans would thank me for mytime. I
felt like I was in the presence of heroes, and I felt like I
should be thanking them.

AsBrenda drove us back to the USACE Headquarters,
I'm afraid I wasn’t much of a conversationalist. Ijust
couldn’t get those guys out of my mind. For them, the
War on Terrorism was more than a news report every
evening and an inconvenience in the airport. For these
young heroes, the War on Terrorism meant a life-chang-
ing sacrifice.
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And, in spite of their losses, their attitude was so posi-
tive and up-beat that I felt guilty for ever grumbling or
complaining. They made me ask myself, “What do I
have to complain about?”

This experience caused me to take another look at
myself and at my life’s priorities. It made my worries
about a few unwanted pounds seem so insignificant that
I'm embarrassed to admit that this was my big concern
for the New Year.

My new New Year’s resolutions are to pray for our
servicemembers who are risking all and making tremen-
dous sacrifices so that I can enjoy the freedom I too often
take for granted, and to be more appreciative of my many
God-given blessings.

God bless America—and the men and women who
defend her!

(The views in this article are those of the author and do
not reflect the official policy or position of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, the Department of the Army, the
Department of Defense, or the U.S. government.)

Maintenance

Continued from page one
of the problem was size, but old notions of how to con-
duct maintenance management aggravated the problem.

“In the past, every district and project in the Corps
managed maintenance as it saw fit,” Seeman said. “The
1dea was, ‘It’s your asset. You know how to maintain it
better than anyone else does. We don’t want to tell you
how to run your business.’”

But that approach had significant drawbacks:

¢ Lack of tools for information sharing, which ham-
pered developing common maintenance philosophies
and best practices.

¢ Lack of standardization. “We may have reinvented
the wheel many times,” Seeman said.

¢ Lack of documentation.

“The Corps could not back up claims that it was main-
taining its facilities effectively,” said Terry Armentrout,
the Corps’ national project manager for FEM develop-
ment and implementation. “There were a lot of places
in the Corps with no maintenance protocol.”

FEM roots

There were attempts to fix the problem. Armentrout
recalls a 1965 directive from Portland District toset up
amaintenance system, which resulted in a “great big
tub and tickler file” with thousands of pieces of paper.

In 1975, when Armentrout was chief of maintenance
at the Willamette Valley Project, he and Ray Schmitz,
then chief of maintenance at Bonneville Dam, tried to
set up a computerized maintenance system. But all they
had was one Wang computer with 32 kilobytes of

memory. “We didn’t get very far,” Armentrout said.
In 1992, Corps officials from the directorates of Lo-

gistics and Civil Works identified a need for a comput- -

erized maintenance management system. In 1993, Civil
Works commissioned a study that recommended an in-
tegrated maintenance management system.

Later in 1993, Corps maintenance experts met in Al-
buquerque, N.M., for about three weeks and hammered
out the Structured Requirements Analysis Plan
(STRAP), which defined our maintenance management
requirements.

Using the STRAP as a guide, the Corps surveyed com-
mercial-off-the-shelf automated maintenance systems.
The survey identified an asset-management program,
MAXIMOQO, already in use at Bonneville Dam.
MAXIMO, deployed by more than 8,000 companies
worldwide, met about 95 percent of the Corps’ business
requirements.

At that point, Congress recommended that the Corps
look at DoD maintenance systems. DoD had already
chosen MAXIMO as the basis for an expanded mainte-
nance management system called the Facilities and
Equipment Maintenance (FEM) System.

Meanwhile, the Directorate of Logistics funded an
independent study to identify the best business system
for the Corps. The study, conducted by Howard Uni-
versity, said that FEM met 99 percent of the Corps’
maintenance requirements.

Finally, the Corps adopted FEM as our standard main-
tenance system. The Corps signed an agreement with
DoD’s program manager for FEM, the Naval Systems
Support Group (NSSG) to implement FEM in the Corps.

Portland

When it came time to pick a Corps test site for FEM,
Armentrout volunteered Portland District.

“We’re the largest district in terms of the size and
scale of projects,” he said. “We already had experience
with an automated maintenance management system,
s0it wasn’t a new mindset. As it turned out, we really
were well-equipped to take this on.”

For 12 months before Aug. 20, NSSG and its imple-
mentation contractor, Anteon, worked with the Corps
and CEEIS staff to set up the system in Portland Dis-
trict. They installed three Sun Solaris servers and their
infrastructure; installed, configured, and tested the FEM
software and Oracle database; and trained more than
300 district employees.

A week before going online, all data from the district’s
various legacy systems was downloaded into the new
FEM database at the WPC. None of the district’s projects
lost any maintenance data, which in some cases was 12
to 15 years of work.

Efficiency

From Day One, the transition has been a model of
efficiency. That is a hopeful sign for the Corps-wide
rollout. “The actual transition has gone much smoother
than anticipated by us and by Anteon,” Seeman said.
“(FEM) worked right out of the gate.”

When fully implemented, FEM will cost taxpayers
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